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Responsive to the office action of August 11, 2003, Applicants request 
reconsideration of the application. A t 

The office action held that the response filed on May 27, 2003 was non- n WQQfy 

responsive since Applicants did not indicate an election of a particular gene product. 



It is believed that the previous response was responsive to the office action of 
April 28, 2003 since the office action merely set out a four-way restriction requirement 
between four groups of claims and Applicants elected with traverse the genes of group 
III, namely groups 181 to 270. The inventions were allegedly grouped since they did not 
relate to a single general inventive concept under PCT Rule 13.1. There was no election 
of a single species and the Examiner merely indicated that the required reply must 



include an election of the invention to be examined even though the requirement be 
traversed. However, since the Examiner apparently has changed his mind and is now 
requiring an election of species, Applicants elect with traverse YDR 181c. 

Since the first office action which was issued more than two years after the filing 
of the application and was merely a restriction requirement, Applicants request a prompt 
examination on the merits. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Muserlian, Lucas and Mercanti 
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